
LB 1041M arch 11 , 1 9 8 8

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Nar sh moves the previous question,
shall debate now close? Five hands? I do. S h all debate cease?
Those i n f av o r v o t e a y e , oppo s e d na y . Rec o r d .

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: D ebate ceases. C losing, Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Mr. President and mem bers . I
appreciate the comments from Senator Haberman and Senator Wesely
and Senator Warner. In no way is this meant to be an affront to
Senator Wesely and L B 2 19 , or to th e PER B bo ard . It is
just...it i s an iss ue with regard to claims and court action
that is being taken that I don't think th e Leg islature s h ould
come down th rough i ntent language, in LB 1041, as one side or
the other. I think tha= the PERH board c learly wa s following
laws as they were laid out in LB 219 and passed in 1983 by this
body. But we have sub sequently, just la s t ye a r in I 8 60,
changed that law so that the lawsuits that are before the courts
would no t b e th er e because of that change. I think that that
means that what we have here is a situation that the Leg slature
h as decided that in 1987 th ings are in be tt e r sh a pe , aft e r
LB 60, and th at w e ought to let the court determine what they
want to do at this time. It is my opinion that we are goi< g to
have to pa y these individuals, not only their lump sum bur. the
possibility is there that there might be other damages that a re
awarded by the courts. Th ese two claims that were brought to us
were denied by the Cla ims Boa rd, and the Business and Labor
Committee decided not to overturn that decision, but w a nted to
bring thi s is su e t o the body. Ra ther than bring another bill
out and discuss it in that form, when I saw the intent l anguage
in LB 1041 w e decid ed tha t thi s was clearly the best way to
address the issue in the shortest amount of t ime a nd let the
body know th a t this situation is something that we' re going to
be dealing with in the future, depending on what the decision by
the courts is. But I think that it makes good sense for us, at
this time, not to have this intent language. And I agree with
Senator Warner that $1,000 is not necessary either. I would
urge the body, at this time, to support my amendment and then
oppose the committee amendments, because there is b asically no
reason to giv e th e m $1,000. The real rea son b ehind the
amendment, the committee amendments was the intent language. I
would ur ge the bod y to supp ort this amendment. T hank you,
Nr. P re s i de nt .
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